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STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for Qperable Unit Two ("OUR") at the Revere
Chemical Site ("Site") in Nockam xon Townshi p, Bucks County, Pennsylvani a, devel oped and chosen in accordance
wi th the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended,
("CERCLA") 42 U.S.C. °° 9601 to 9675 and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances
Pol | uti on Contingency Plan ("NCP'), 40 CF. R Part 300. This decision is based on the Adm nistrative Record
file for this Site.

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection ("PADEP') has indicated agreenent
with the selected renedy, No Further Action Wth Stream Corridor Monitoring. However PADEP does not concur
with EPA's assessnment that Act 2 is not an ARAR for this Site and asserts that EPA has not conplied

with the statutory requirements for the selection of a renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

After consideration of the existing and future risks posed to human health and the environment, EPA's

sel ected renedy for the contam nated ground water and stream sedinents at this Site is No Further Action with
Stream Corridor Mnitoring. The shallow ground water unit beneath the Site is contam nated with organic

chem cal s above Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels ("MCLs") established under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act
("SDWA"), 42 U.S.C. °° 300(f) to 300(j-26). For the selected renedy, MCLs have been identified as ARARs by
EPA but are being wai ved under Section 121(d)(4)(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C ° 9621 (d)(4)(c) as technically
impracticable froman engi neering perspective. Based on the information collected to date, EPA has determ ned
that no additional renedial actions, other than those already selected as part of the Operable Unit One
("QU1") ROD for the Site, are required to ensure protection of human health and the

environnent. Al the conponents of the QUL renedy should be conpleted in the next twenty-four nonths. The
Site will then qualify for inclusion in the "sites awaiting deletion" subcategory of the Construction

Conpl etion category of the National Priorities List.

DESCRI PTI ON CF THE REMEDY

This Operable Unit is the second and final operable unit ROD for the Site. This ROD addresses shal | ow ground
wat er contam nati on and mercury-contamni nated sedinents in the streamcorridor. The selected alternative for
OR is No Further Action with Stream Corridor Mnitoring. The streamcorridor nonitoring will be conducted
annual |y for seven years to ensure that the QUL renedy is mtigating adverse inpacts to the onsite
tributaries. This data will be evaluated by EPA in consultation with PADEP to determ ne whet her additional
future nmonitoring will be required. The ground water will be nonitored pursuant to the Renedi al

Action selected in the QUL ROD.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 U S C °
9604, that the selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment. Al though no further

remedi al actions will be taken, ground water and streamcorridor quality at and in the vicinity of the Site
will be reviewed within five years in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C ° 9621(c) to ensure
that human health and the environnent continue to be adequately protected.

<| M5 SRC96220A>
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RECORD COF DECI SI ON
REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE OPERABLE UNIT TWD

DECI SI ON SUMVARY

l. SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCR PTI ON

The Revere Chemical Site (the "Site") is located east of U S Route 611 approxinately one mle south of
Revere in Nockam xon Townshi p, Bucks County, Pennsylvania. The Site was a former netal reclanmation facility

|l ocated on an approxi mate 113-acre parcel of property (Figure 1, Site Vicinity Map) which includes two
unnaned tributaries of Rapp Creek. Rapp Creek is a tributary to Tinicum Ceek, which flows into the Del anare
River, approximately 4 mles fromthe Site. Rapp Creek has been nonminated to the Pennsylvania Scenic R vers
System under the designation of Scenic, First Priority - Goup A Water Quality

Goup 1. The area surrounding the Site includes recreational streams, forests, fields, and Pennsylvania State
Gane Lands. Nockam xon State Park, |ocated approxi mately 4,700 feet southwest of the Site contains Nockam xon
Lake which has a surface area of 1,450 acres. State Gane Land is | ocated approxi mately 4,700 feet northeast
of the Site. The Site is bounded on the south, east, and west by farmland, and Cotner Trailer, a comercia
operation that nmanufactures horse trailers, abuts the Site to the north

1. SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTIVITY

Facility docunents regardi ng the Revere Chem cal Conpany were destroyed in a 1984 fire on the Site. Docunents
from EPA, the Pennsylvani a Departnent of Environnental Protection ("PADEP') and the Bucks County Departnent
of Health files provided nost of the infornation regarding the historical |ayout of the Site and facility
processes.

Begi nning in approxi mately 1963, Echo, Inc. ("Echo") operated a reclamation facility. Echo's operations
included metals reclamation fromprinted circuit boards, recycling of spent chromic acid, recovery of copper
fromplating solutions and production of copper chemicals. From 1963 to 1969 the Site was

operated at various times by Echo, the DeRewal Chem cal Company and the Revere Chenical Conpany. The
conpani es arranged for the transport and onsite treatnent of hazardous substances, including waste neta

pl ati ng and etching sol utions.

The area of the Site used for the processing of materials ("Process Area") covered approxinmately 25 acres.
The Process Area, now encl osed by a fence, contained several buildings and structures that were used during
the netal reclamation operations. Also included in this area were 19 storage and/or process |agoons; a waste
| agoon; and a fresh water pond. The East and South Spray fields are | ocated outside the Process Area.

They were used for |iquids disposal during the metal reclanation operations.

Detail ed descriptions of past Site operations are unavailable. Simlarly, no detailed records regarding the
types and quantities of sludge and plating naterials stored on the Site during the years of operation are
avai | abl e. However, sanples of materials in the process basins and | agoons on Site were collected by the
Commonweal t h of Pennsyl vania, Departnent of Health ("PADOH'), PADEP s predecessor, in March 1970. On the
basis of this data, it was concluded that facility processes used chrom c acid, copper sulfate, ammonia
ferric chloride, nickel, and sul furic acid solutions.

In 1968, the Bucks County Departnent of Health determined that the facility had never submtted the required
Pol I ution Incident Prevention Plan. Subsequent inspections revealed that waste material fromthe facility was
escapi ng fromthe processing and hol ding | agoons on Site, and was entering the unnaned tributaries of Rapp
Creek. The State and County Health Departments took enforcenent action against the conpany in an attenpt to
bring theminto conpliance with existing | aws. The operators abandoned the Site in Decenber 1969

PADCH performed a response action at the Site during 1970 and 1971. An estinmated 3.5 nillion gallons of waste
sl udges and |iquids were renmoved

Pumpabl e sl udges were renoved and di sposed of off-site. The remnaining sludges were fixed with |ine, sodi um
sul fide and sodiumsulfite, mxed with native soils, and buried onsite in process |agoons, and storage
lagoons. As a result of this remedial action, the Process Area has been extensively disturbed. No process or
storage | agoons renmain. Druns were reported to have been crushed and buried in former storage |agoon C and
former process lagoon 7 during this action. (Figure 2, Site Features) Sorme of the |agoons were closed by the
operator during the period of Site operation and the renai nder have been closed during the renedial action by
the PADOH. Present ground cover in the Process Area consists of rock fragments, soil, and m scel | aneous
debris (trash, uprooted brush, and small trees). For the nmost part, the ground surface is devoid of
vegetati on. The renmining 88-acre portion of the Site that was not used for netal reclamation is nostly
veget at ed.



EPA perforned additional response work at the Site from March 28 through April 17, 1984. This included the
removal of 30 druns containing chromic acid and etching wastes, and 30 cubic yards of chem cal solids from
surface soils. Liquid wastes went to Frontier Chenical in N agara, New York, and solid wastes went to
Fondessy in Oregon, Chio.

The Site was placed on the National Priorities List ("NPL") on July 22, 1987. The NPL is a list of hazardous
waste Sites across the country in need of renedial evaluation and response. The Site scored 31.31 under EPA's
Hazard Ranki ng System which is above the |level of 28.5 needed to be placed on the NPL

In Decenber 1988, EPA entered in to an Administrative Order on Consent Order with the follow ng respondents
to conduct a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study ("RI/FS"'): AT&T Technol ogi es, Inc.; Carpenter
Technol ogy Corporation; International Business Machines Corporation; and Yates Industries, Incorporated. The
Respondents are al so known as the Revere Steering Committee (hereinafter referred to as "RSC' or
"Respondents"). CQurrently the RSC is conprised of AT&T Corporation, Inc. (currently Lucent Technol ogies),
AT&T G obal Information Solutions, Inc. (currently NCR Corporation), Carpenter Technol ogy Corporation
General Electric Conpany, GIE Qperations Support I|ncorporated (as successor to the interests of GIE Products
Corporation), International Business Machi nes Corporation, Square D Conpany (on behal f of Yates I|ndustries),
and Uni sys Corporation

The first task perforned under the Rl was installation of an 8-foot-high security fence around the Process
Area during the Phase | R in Cctober 1989

Envi ronnental conditions at the Site were initially characterized through inplenmentation of the Phase |I and
Phase A Ris. The results of these investigations are detailed in reports dated March 14, 1990, and July 23,
1990, respectively, prepared by Dames & Mbore on behalf of the RSC and are included in the

Adm ni strative Record for the Site. The results of these investigations indicated that further study was
necessary.

The Phase Il investigation consisted of the additional collection and analysis of sanples to further
characterize Site soil, ground water, surface water, stream sedinent, and the contents of the onsite septic
tank and aboveground storage tank. The results indicate that the soil is contaninated with heavy netal and

organi ¢ conmpounds. Somne heavy netals were al so detected in the sedinments in the onsite tributaries to Rapp
Creek. The ground water in the shallow ground water unit contains organic chemcals. The deep ground water
aqui fer is not contam nated. Chrysotile asbestos was detected in sanples collected fromthe corrugated
nmaterial covering the process building, the shingle pile, and the white material covering aboveground storage
tank 1 (AST 1). Detailed results of the Phase Il investigation are

provided in the Phase Il Remedial Investigation Report dated May 19, 1993

In Decenber 1991, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order ("UAO') for renoval response activities to al
identified PRPs.

The RSC responded and erected tenporary soil erosion and sedinentati on control structures, and conducted
removal activities with regard to drunms and soil staged onsite during the Phase Il RI. The RSC conpleted the
work in May 1992.

Fol | owi ng the conpletion of the Phase Il R, EPA released a Proposed Plan to address all aspects of the Site
in July 1993. That Proposed Pl an included shallow ground water extraction as part of the proposed renedy for
the Site. Based upon conments submitted and the conplexity of the issues, EPA divided the Site

into two operable units to facilitate the renedial activities at the Site. An operable unit is a portion of
an overall response action that, by itself, elimnates or mtigates a release, a threat of a release, or an
exposure pathway; however, it nmay reflect the final renediation of a defined portion of a site. At

this Site, Operable Unit One addresses the contaninated soil, solid wastes, and debris. Cperable Unit Two
addresses ground water and stream sedi ment.

EPA issued the Qperable Unit One Record of Decision ("QUL ROD') for the Site on Decenber 27, 1993. The naj or
conmponents of the QUL ROD remedy are: offsite disposal of solid wastes and debris; treatnment of VOC
contanminated soil by insitu vacuum extraction; source containnent by slurry wall; source contai nment by
capping; fencing to limt access to the Site; Site restoration by revegetation; deed restrictions and

| ong-term ground water nonitoring

In the QUL ROD, EPA deferred the selection of a remedy for shall ow ground water and stream sedi nents until
additional data could be gathered to evaluate the practicability of actively punping ground water to achieve
cl eanup, and to assess the natural attenuation rate of aquifer contam nants after source control measures
have been inpl emented. Additional stream corridor sedinent sanpling was conducted to further define mercury
contanmi nation in the streamcorridor sedinments and to evaluate if active remedial options for the stream
sedi nent were necessary.



In Decenber 1994, EPA issued a UAOthat required the PRPs to inplenent the renedial alternative sel ected by
EPA in the QU1 ROD. The RSC conplied with the UAO Renedial Design/Renedial Action (RO RA) work was initiated
on January 13, 1995.

11, HGHIGATS OF COWUNI TY PARTI ClI PATI ON

A Community Relations Plan for the Revere Chemical Site was conpleted in June 1989. This docunent lists
contacts and interested parties throughout governnment and the |ocal comunity. It also establishes

communi cation procedures to ensure tinely dissemnation of pertinent informati on. The Conprehensive

Remedi al Investigation Report For Qperable Unit 2; the Feasibility Study for Goundwater (OJ2) and the
Proposed Plan for the Site were released to the public as part of the Adm nistrative Record on April 29,
1996, in accordance with Sections 113(k)(2)(B), 117(a), and 121(f)(1)(G of CERCLA, 42 U S.C °°

9613(Kk) (2)(B), 9617(a), and 9621(f)(1)(Q. These and other rel ated docunents formthe Adm nistrative Record
for the Site, which is located at the U S. EPA Region IIl Ofice, 841 Chestnut Building, Philadel phia,
Pennsyl vani a, 19107; and at the Site Repository: Nockam xon Township Building, Center H Il and Lake Warren
Roads, Ferndal e, Pennsylvani a 18921.

A public neeting was held on May 15, 1996 to discuss the results of the RI/FS and the preferred alternative
as presented in the Proposed Plan for the Site. Notice of the Proposed Plan and public meeting was published
in tw |ocal newspapers of general circulation: The Mdrning Call (April 29, 1996); and the Bucks County
edition of The Doyl estown Daily Intelligencer (April 28, 1996). Additionally, copies of the Proposed Pl an
were mailed to residences in the vicinity of the Site and to other interested parties on the Site mailing
list.

In accordance with 40 CF. R ©° 300.430 (f)(3)(F), all significant comments on the Proposed Pl an which were
received by EPA prior to the end of the public comrent period, including those expressed orally at the public
neeting, are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary which is attached to this Record of Decision ("ROD'). A
copy of the transcript of the public nmeeting has been placed in the Adm nistrative Record File.

I V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI TS
As set forth above, EPA had divided the Revere Chenmical Site into two operable units:

. QUL Contam nated soil areas; Solid waste and m scel | aneous debris.
. O Gound water and Mercury-contani nated stream sedi nents.

O fsite disposal of solid wastes and debris, drum excavation of Lagoon C, and the denolition of the Process
Bui | ding were conpleted in the Spring of 1996. The Renedial Design for the remaining portions of the QUl
remedy is still underway. EPA expects the QUL renmedy to be conpleted in the next twenty-four

nmont hs.

This ROD addresses O and is the final ROD for the Site. The remedy addresses ground water contam nation and
contam nation of the onsite streamcorridor sediments by mercury.

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS AND EXTENT OF CONTAM NATI ON

The Site is situated in the portion of the Piednont Physiographic province designated as the Piednont Upl and
which is characterized by gently rolling hills and sl oping topography. El evations at the Revere Chemical Site
range from approxi mately 520 feet above nean sea level at the north corner of the Site to approxi mately 390
feet above nean sea level along Rapp Creek and its tributaries at the southwest property boundary. Two types
of wetlands, Riverine and Palustrine, are found on the Site as well as the endangered floral species

Tomant hra auricul ata (fal se foxglove).

The Site is prinmarily drained by the east and west tributaries to Rapp OGreek that join in the southeast
portion of the Site and discharge to Rapp Creek approximately 300 feet beyond the property boundary.

The primary source of drinking water for the businesses and homes surrounding the Site is ground water.
Private wells punp ground water fromthe Lockatong Formation.

Soil Characteristics

The predom nant soil types at the Revere Chemical Site are the Abbottstown Series, Alluvial Land,
Bownansvill e Series, Lansdal e Series, and Urban Land.

The Abbottstown Series consists of deep, nearly level to sloping soils on uplands. They are fornmed at the
base of slopes, on side slopes, and on broad ridge tops in loany material weathered fromred and brown shal e
and sandst one.



Al luvial |and appears on the floodplains of small streanms. Mdderate stands of noisture tolerant trees growin
sone areas of Alluvial |and.

Bowmansvill e Series consists of deep, poorly drained, nearly level soils on floodplains. The Bowransville
Series forms along small neandering streams in |oany alluviumthat washed from upland soils underlain by

shal e and sandst one.

Lansdal e Series consists of deep, well-drained, soils on uplands. These soils occur on side slopes and
ridges, and formloany naterial weathered chiefly frombrown and yel |l ow brown shal e and sandst one.

Most areas of Urban Land have been graded, and the original soil naterial and structure have been di sturbed,
filled over, or otherw se destroyed. Wban |and appears in highly devel oped areas of Bucks County.

Surface Drai nage

Site drainage is characterized by two streamchannels (the "East" and "West" tributaries) that forman onsite
confl uence and discharge to Rapp Oreek approximately 400 feet southeast of the Site (see Figure 3). Rapp
Creek flows into TinicumCeek, which in turn enpties into the Del awnare River. The Delaware River is
approximately four mles fromthe Site.

Both tributary streans are bedrock-base streans that flowintermttently in response to precipitation events.

Geol ogy

The area surrounding the Site is underlain by various nmenbers of the Triassic-age Newark G oup. The Lockat ong
Formati on which underlies the Site is fairly honbgeneous. It is conposed of black to dark-gray,

t hi ckl y-bedded argillites, with |ocal occurrences of thin-bedded bl ack shal es. The Lockatong and
Brunswi ck Formations are interbedded in the Site vicinity. The Brunsw ck Fornation ranges in conposition from
a thick-bedded, resistant red to dark-gray argillite to a thin-bedded, fissile, red shale, and, siltstones.

Fractures within the Lockatong and Brunswi ck Formations are found al ong beddi ng planes and as joints cutting
across beds. The degree of fracturing is dependent on the thickness and brittleness of the beds. Bedrock is
at ground surface to a depth of approxi mately 15 feet bel ow ground surface.

Hydr ogeol ogy

The prinmary porosity and associ ated perneabilities of the Lockatong and Brunsw ck Formations are very | ow.
However, the devel opment of fractures in the bedrock can increase perneability through secondary porosity.
Regi onal and site-specific information on ground water flow in the Lockatong Formation indicates restricted
ground wat er nmovenent through small fractures (or cracks) in bedrock. The Lockatong Formation is utilized as
an aquifer for residential and commercial purposes throughout Bucks County, including the Site vicinity.

The aquifer systemat the Site consists of a shallow ground water unit and a deep ground water unit which are
separated by a sem -perneabl e bl ack shale unit (aquitard). Geophysical logs fromthe R (tenperature, fluid
resistivity, and brine trace logs) indicated there is little vertical ground water novenent between

t he shal |l ow zone and the uni npacted deeper aquifer at the Site. In addition, shallow ground water in the
Process Area at the Site probably di scharges (through seeps) to the onsite tributaries.Sanpling results
indicate the linits of contam nation do not extend to the tributaries.

The shall ow zone is a |ow perneability, fractured-rock ground water unit with few fracture interconnections.
The results of the R hydrol ogic evaluations indicate that the hydraulic conductivity of the shallow zone is
extrenely lowresulting in very | ow ground water flow and very slow mgration of inpacted ground water
beneath the Process Area. The |ack of fracture interconnection may partially explain why ground water
novenent in the shallow ground water unit is minimal and has resulted in lowyielding wells.

G ound Water |nvestigation

The hydraulic conductivity of the shall ow bedrock ground water unit at the Site is primarily controlled by
fractures and is relatively low Gound water flows fromthe northwest corner of the Site, downslope to the
unnaned tributaries. Shallow ground water fromthe south and east portions of the Site (spray fields)

also flows toward the onsite tributaries. Shallow ground water fromthe northwest corner and the south and
east portions of the Site converges at the tributaries and di scharges to the creek. Sanpling results indicate
that contam nation does not extend to the tributaries. Deeper ground water may flow beneath the creek.

Shal | ow and deep ground water flowi ng beneath the Site are separated by a series of black unfractured shal e
beds. These beds occur at around 60 feet bel ow ground surface and cause the ground water flow to behave as
two systenms. Ground water in the deeper flow systemis not affected by the presence of the

tributaries. Flowin the deeper systemis to the southeast.



Vol atil e organic contam nants ("VOCs") were detected in 7 of the 10 shall ow ground water unit nonitoring
wells at the Site. See Figure 3 for the locations of the ground water nonitoring wells. These wells were all
conpl eted at a depth above the unfractured bl ack shal es.

The primary VOC contaninant, trichloroethene ("TCE') was detected in the shallow zone within a linited area
of the Process Area (in the vicinity where the greatest concentrations of VOCs were detected in soil). The
greatest TCE concentration was detected at a concentration of 220 parts per billion ("ppb") or mcrogranms per
liter (ug/l) in nonitoring well MW 14. The Maxi mum Cont am nant Level ("MCL") for TCE is 5 ppb. MlLs are
enforceabl e, health-based drinking water standards established under the Safe Drinking Water Act ("SWDA"'), 42
U S C ©°° 300(f) to 300(j-26). Table 1 is a sunmary of detected VOC anal ytical data of the onsite nonitoring
wells fromall the sanpling events conducted during the RI.

O her VOCs detected in shallow ground water include nethylene chloride, carbon disulfide, trichloroethane,
t etrachl oroet hyl ene, and tol uene. Each of these contam nants was well below its respective MCL and, in all
cases, was less than 1 ppb.

1,2,4-trichl orobenzene ("TCB") was detected at 90.2 ppb and 1, 2-dichl orobenzene ("DCB') was detected at 2.31
ppb only in MV¥4 during the QU2 sanpling round. These sem -volatile contam nants were al so detected at
simlar concentrations in the Phase Il R sanpling rounds in only this well, MW4, at concentrations

ranging from41 ug/l to 150 ug/l for TCB and at concentrations ranging from3 ug/l to 5 ug/l for DCB. The MCL
for TCBis 70 ug/l. The MCL for DCB is 600 ug/l.

TCE and TCB concentrations in ground water at the Site appear to be linted to the northwest portion of the
Process Area. Neither TCE nor TCB were detected in any of the four quarterly ground water sanples collected
during the Phase Il R fromnonitoring wells MM11, MM5 & MW 10. These Wells were all conpleted at a depth
bel ow t he bl ack shales in the deep aquifer.

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) phthal ate ("BEHP') was detected in the following wells: MM2, MM5 MN8, MN10, MW11l, and
MM 12 at concentrations ranging from3 ppb to 42 ppb. The MCL for BEHP is 6 ppb.

I nfrequent detection of the organic conpounds acetone, nethylene chloride, and carbon disulfide in the
monitoring wells sanpl ed does not indicate that the Site is a source of these conpounds. The detected organic
conpounds acetone and net hyl ene chloride are common | aboratory contam nants and were detected in bl ank
sanples (i.e., control sanples used to determne if contaminants are originating fromsanpling and anal ysi s
procedures).

No pesticides, PCBs, or acid extractable organic conpounds ("AEs") were detected in any of the onsite ground
wat er sanpl es.

Wth the exception of sporadic detections of |ead above EPA Drinking Water Action Level (15 ppb) and one
single detection of arsenic in the filtered sanple from M¥9, inorganics have not been detected in ground
wat er above MCLs during any phase of the RI.

The site-specific ground water quality data that has been collected over the course of the entire Rl from
1990- 1995 indi cates that the contami nated ground water has not migrated substantially since disposal
activities at the Site ceased in 1969. In addition, the |low hydraulic conductivity of the shallow

ground water unit indicates that it is not likely that it will mgrate in the future. Gound water in the
shal | ow zone discharges to the onsite tributaries. Sanpling results indicate the limts of contam nation do
not extend to the tributaries.

Of-Site Wll Sanpling Results

TCE and 1,1, 1-trichloroethane ("1,1,1-TCA") were detected in one offsite residential well south of the Site
during round one ground water sanpling at estimated concentrations of 2 ug/l and 3 ug/l, respectively. These
concentrations are bel ow MCLs for TCE (5 ug/l) and 1,1,1-TCA (200 ug/l). TCE was al so detected in round four
ground water sanples collected froman offsite residential well north of the Site at 0.397 ug/l and at an
offsite residential well west of the Site on the south side of Route 611 at a concentration of 0.422 ug/l.
Each of these concentrations is |less than the MCL for TCE

Wth the exception of |ead that was detected in the filtered ground water sanple collected froman offsite
residential well north of the Site during round one sanpling, none of the netals or hexaval ent chrom um
concentrations detected exceed MCLs in either the round one or round four filtered ground water sanples
collected fromthe residential wells.

No VCCs, semi-volatiles, or PCBs were detected in the Cotner ground water sanple collected during round one.
Lead was detected at a concentration that exceeded the MCL in the unfiltered ground water sanple collected
fromthe Cotner well during round one. No netals were detected above MCLs in the filtered sanpl es.



G ound water elevation data obtained for residential wells in the Site vicinity and the results of a ground
wat er el evation study conducted in the Site vicinity by the United States Ceol ogi cal Survey ("USGS") indicate
that the Site is hydraulically downgradient of the residential wells that were subject to ground water
sanpling and anal yses during the Phase Il RI. Therefore, it is concluded that constituent concentrations
detected in off-site well water sanples are not attributed to the Site

Surface Water and Sedi ment Sanpling Results

No VOCs, sem -Vol atiles, pesticides, or PCBs were detected in any of the surface water or stream sedi nents
sanpl es during the R

During Phase | and Phase Il several Site-related nmetals detected in surface water and sedi nent exceeded
l evel s detected in background sanpl es. Copper, chromumand mercury were detected in tributary sedi ment.
Copper and manganese were detected in surface water sanples at concentrations that exceed their
correspondi ng background | evel. Mercury was not detected in background sedi ment sanpl es.

Table 2 is a conparison of inorganic analytical results of surface water sanples to background surface
sanples. Table 3 is a conparison of inorganic analytical results of sediment sanples to background sedi nent
sanples. Figure 3 shows the | ocation of the surface water and sedi ment sanples for the Phase | and Phase |
sanpling events. Table 4 is a conparison of the analytical results for surface water sanples to Pennsyl vani a
Water Quality Criteria where the criteria were exceeded.

OU2 Additional Stream Sedinent Sanpling For Mercury

The objective of the additional QU2 streamcorridor sanpling was to further evaluate potential Site-rel ated
i npacts regarding nmercury concentrations in sedinment within the onsite tributaries.

The QU2 sanpling consisted of collection and anal ysis of sedinent sanples from upstream (background)
locations, onsite locations, and offsite | ocations between the southern property boundary and

the confluence of the tributaries with Rapp Oreek. The point of convergence of the tributaries with Rapp
Creek occurs at an offsite | ocation beyond the southern property boundary.

hservations made during the selection of sedinment sanpling | ocations suggested that the majority of sedi ment
that enters the streamis not deposited on the bedrock base of the tributaries; rather, the fine-grained
deposits are present along the stream banks and at inter-streambars where flow velocities decrease. Sedi nent
sanpl es were collected from (14) fourteen locations within the onsite tributaries and al ong the banks of the
tributaries where fine-grai ned sedi ment accumul ations are present. Mercury was detected in sedi ment collected
fromthree locations: Sediment |ocations TESO03, TES004 and TES005. (See

Figure 3 for locations and analytical results.) Replicate sanples were collected at |ocation TES005. Sanpl es
fromthese | ocations contai ned nmercury above the detectable concentrations of 0.1 ng/kg or parts per mllion
("ppm'). No other sanples contained nercury concentrations above the detectabl e concentrati ons. The great est
nercury concentration (0.64 ng/ kg or ppm) was detected at the sanple | ocation TESO03 i nmedi atel y adj acent to
a large eroded enbanknent where surface water runoff has historically discharged fromthe Site to the east
tributary.

Based on the sedinment transport and deposition characteristics of Rapp Creek and the relatively |ow | evels of
nercury detected during additional sanpling events, EPA determined that further delineation of nercury
contanmi nation in Rapp Creek and its tributaries (adjacent and downstream of the Site) was not necessary.

VI. SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS

An assessnent of the potential risks posed to hunan health and the environnment was conpl eted i n accordance
with the NCP [40 C. F.R 300.430(d)]. The results of the baseline risk assessnent are used to determ ne

whet her remedi ation is necessary, to help provide justification for performng the renedial action and to
assi st in deternining what exposure pathways need to be remedi ated. The renedy outlined in the QU1 RCD
addresses the current threats posed by the Site related to the areas of the Site soils contaminated with
heavy metal s and organi cs; asbestos siding on the Process Building; and asbestos insul ation on storage tanks
and mi scel | aneous debris.

In order for contaminants found at a site to pose a risk to human health, an exposure pathway nust be
identified. An exposure pathway is the course that a hazardous agent takes froma source of contami nation to
an individual through transport mechani sns such as breathing, eating, or direct contact.

G ound Water
During the baseline risk assessment performed during QU1, it was assunmed that individuals could be exposed to

contami nants in the shallow ground water unit in the future if a residential drinking water well was
constructed on the Site. However, the QU investigation denonstrated that this scenario would be unlikely



to occur and, as a result ground water in the shallow unit does not pose a risk to hunman health.

The results of R hydrol ogi ¢ evaluations indicate that the hydraulic conductivity of the shallow zone is
extrenely low This results in very |ow horizontal and vertical ground water flow and, |ow yielding wells.
The time period fromwell installation to the time static water levels were reached in wells M¥M13, MM14 and
MM16 (MM 15 is dry) was approxi mately two nonths. This period of water level equilibriumis extremely

I engthy and indicates the rate of ground water nmoverment in the shallow unit is very low. The capacity of the
shal  ow ground water unit to recharge the wells and produce the anount of water needed for a ground water
extraction and treatnent systemis insufficient. Therefore, installation of a ground water

extraction systemis inpractical at this Site given the characteristics of the shallow ground water unit.

Additionally, based on the low yield and sl ow recharge of wells located in the shall ow zone, the shall ow
ground water unit does not yield enough water to sustain residential well use. As discussed further bel ow,
EPA bel i eves that exposure to contani nated shallow ground water is unlikely to occur because the |ow yielding
aqui fer is not useable for a potable water source, the contam nation is not mgrating outside the Process
Area, and QUL deed/use restrictions will preclude Site devel opnent in the area of ground water contam nation.

Gound water in the shallow unit eventually discharges to the onsite tributaries of Rapp Creek. Sanpling
results indicate the limts of contam nation do not extend to the tributaries.

Organi ¢ contani nati on has not been detected in the stream corridor.
St ream Sedi nent s

The stream sedi nent sanpling results were conpared to sedi ment quality guidelines devel oped by the National
Cceani ¢ and Atnospheric Adm nistration ("NQAA"). These guidelines, the Effects Range-Low (ERL) value and the
Ef fects Range-Medi an ("ERM') val ue concentration for nmercury, are 0.15 ppmand 0.71 ppm

The two guideline values, ERL and ERM delineate three concentration ranges for a particular chenmical. The
concentrations bel ow the ERL val ue represent a mininal-effects range, a range intended to estimte conditions
in which effects would be rarely observed. Concentrations equal to and above the ERL, but bel ow the ERM
represent a possible-effects range within which effects woul d occasionally occur. The concentrations

equi valent to and above the ERM val ue represent a probabl e-effects range within which effects woul d
frequently occur.

The detected concentrations for nercury adjacent to the Site were greater than the ERL but bel ow the ERM
suggesting that any potential for inpacts to biological receptors would be limted to those areas onsite.
Sanpl es col | ected downstream of the Site's sout heast property boundary indicate that mercury, if present, is
at concentrations near or bel ow the NOAA ERL, and therefore, does not represent a significant toxicol ogical
threat to potential downstream ecol ogi cal receptors.

The QU2 nercury sanpling data is consistent with Phase | and Phase || R sedinment data in that nercury
concentrations in tributary sediment were greatest where surface water runoff fromthe Site had discharged to
the tributaries and dininished to non-detect levels at offsite, downstream sanpling | ocations.

Due to the reduction in aquatic community diversity and popul ati on observed in the onsite east and west
tributaries of Rapp Creek, it has been concluded that the benthic macroinvertebrate community in the onsite
tributaries has been adversely inpacted. There is a rebound in the benthic community as distance fromthe
Process Area increases and the concentration of Site-related contam nants dimnish to natural background

| evel s.

Interimremedi al measures which help to mnimze surface water runoff and erosion of Process Area soil have
been in place since May 1992. The QUL renedy includes the installation of a clay cap over the Process Area,
as well as revegetation of areas of the Site that have eroded, are barren, or are poorly vegetated due to
historic Site activities. The QU1 renedy will further mnimze or elimnate the di scharge of

net al s-contam nated sedinment to the onsite tributaries. Thus EPA expects the benthic nacroinvertebrate
community adjacent to the former Process Area to rebound after cap construction and Site restoration.

VII. DESCR PTION OF THE SELECTED ALTERNATI VE OF NO FURTHER ACTI ON W TH STREAM CORRI DOR MONI TCRI NG

In accordance with Section 300.430 of the NCP, 40 CFR 300.430, a list of renedial response actions and
representative technol ogies was identified and screened to determ ne whet her they woul d nmeet the renedial
action objectives at the Site.

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remnedial actions at CERCLA Sites attain legally applicable or rel evant
and appropriate federal and State standards, requirenents, criteria and limtations which are collectively
referred to as "ARARs", unless such ARARs are wai ved under CERCLA Section 121(d)(4). Applicable requirenents



are those substantive environnental protection requirenents, criteria, or limtations promul gated under
federal or State law that specifically address hazardous substances found at the Site, the renedial action to
be inplenented at the Site, the location of the Site, or other circunstances present at the Site. Rel evant
and appropriate requirenents are those substantive environmental protection requirenents, criteria or
limtations pronul gated under federal or State | aw which are not applicable to the hazardous materials found
at the Site, however, the Site problens are

sufficiently simlar such that their use is well-suited to the Site. ARARS nmay relate to the substances
addressed by the renedial action (chemcal-specific), to the location of the Site (location-specific), or to
the manner in which the remedial action is inplemented (action-specific).

The Feasibility Study Report discusses alternatives that were considered to address the contami nants
identified in the shall ow ground water unit and provides the supporting information | eading to the renedy
sel ection by EPA. The three alternatives considered were no further action, institutional controls, and
ground water extraction and treatnent.

A common conponent of renedi es proposed for nany sites with ground water contam nati on above MCLs is ground
wat er extraction and treatnent. G ound water extraction and treatment was screened out of consideration for a
full evaluation in the FS for the reason of technical inpracticability as discussed, in Section VI, below

The alternative EPA has selected for QU2 is No-Further Action with Stream Corridor Mnitoring. Under this
alternative, EPA requires no further action to prevent exposure to the contam nated onsite ground water other
than the actions which are part of the QUL source control renedy which includes, anong other things,
institutional controls regardi ng ground water use and ground water mnonitoring. EPA believes the selected
alternative will be protective of human heal th and the environnent since, as discussed in Section VIII

bel ow, the renedy for QUL will elimnate any potential future exposure pathways associated with donmestic use
of the ground water. Streamcorridor nonitoring shall be conducted annually to ensure that the QU1 renedy is
mtigating adverse inpacts to the onsite tributaries due to the mgration of contam nated soils. Costs for
nmonitoring the streamcorridor are estimted at $45,000. This cost estinate assumes 7 years of stream
corridor nonitoring.

Fi ve- Year Revi ew

EPA will reviewthe Site every five years in accordance with CERCLA © 121(c) to assure continued protection
of human health and the environment. EPA has the authority to revisit the No Action decision with respect to
the ground water and streamcorridor sedinents even if the Site is renoved fromthe NPL. This action could
occur if deep ground water or streamcorridor contam nation associated with the Site is found to pose an
unaccept abl e risk to human health or the environment.

Moni t ori ng Requi renents

Stream corridor nonitoring which includes surface water, sedinent, and stormater basin sanpling shall be
conducted annually to ensure that the QU1 renedy is nitigating adverse inpacts to the onsite tributaries due
to the mgration of contam nated soils. Mnitoring shall be conducted prior to construction of the cap
during the construction and five years after the construction. This data will be evaluated by EPA, in
consultation with PADEP to determne the nonitoring needs for the future if needed. The exact |ocation of
the sanpling stations, and the anal ytical paraneters and methods to be used shall be subject to witten
approval by EPA during the nmonitoring Wrk Plan devel opnent.

St at e Accept ance

The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection ("PADEP') has agreed with the selection of No Further
Action with Stream Corridor Mnitoring for Operable Unit Two of this Site. PADEP has identified the Land
Recycling and Environmental Remedi ation Standards Act, the Act of May 19, 1995, P.L. 4, No. 1995-2, 35 P.S.
00 6026.101 et seq. ("Act 2") as an ARAR for National Priority List Sites. However, EPA has determ ned that
Act 2 is not an ARAR for this Site, therefore PADEP has indi cated non-concurrence with the ROD.

VI11. BASIS FOR THE ARAR WAI VER

A determination that "No Further Action" is required takes into account both current and reasonabl e nmaxi num
exposure scenari os using appropriate health and environmental criteria and standards that relate directly to
the nedi a and hazardous substances being addressed. A "No Further Action" decision with regard to a
particular nmedia or operable unit is made with the understandi ng that no unacceptabl e exposures to
site-related contam nants w || occur.

At the Revere Chemical Site the attai nnent of Maxi mum Contam nant Levels (MCLs) enacted under the Safe
Drinking Water Act 42 U S.C. °° 300(f) to 300(j-26) are considered to be Rel evant and Appropriate standards,
however, for the selected renedy they are wai ved under Section 121(d)(4)(c) of CERCLA as technically



i npracticable froman engi neering perspective for the reasons discussed bel ow.

As discussed in the Summary of Site R sks, Section VI, the capacity of the shallow ground water unit to
recharge the wells and produce the anobunt of water needed for a ground water extraction and treatment system
is not sufficient. Therefore, attainnent of the MCL standard for ground water through installation of a
ground water extraction systemis technically inpracticable at this Site given the characteristics of the
shal  ow ground water unit.

In addition, the construction of the |ow perneability cap will significantly limt or elimnate the
infiltration of rainwater through contaninated soil and the subsequent rel ease of additional contami nation to
the ground water in the shall ow zone. Because contamnated soils at the Site present the source of ground

wat er inmpacts, the physical isolation and/or renediation of contam nated soil will reduce or prevent
potential future degradation of ground water quality at the Site. Further, ground water sanpling results
indicate the linit of the shall ow ground water contanination does not extend beyond the area to be capped
under the OUl1 renedy. Therefore, the renedial action required for QU1 will have a direct influence on
inproving the quality of the shallow ground water unit at the Site.

In addition, the QUL ROD called for institutional controls in the formof deed restrictions and ground water
use limtations. This will prevent any future potential human exposure to ground water at the Site. Since
residential wells in the vicinity of the Site draw water fromthe deeper aquifer and are hydraulically
upgradi ent of the Process Area, they are not likely to be inpacted by the contam nated ground water in the
shal  ow ground water unit beneath the Process Area. Finally, the QUL ROD requires |ong-termshall ow and deep
ground water nonitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the QUL remedial actions in terns of constituent
concentration reductions and the potential mgration of the inpacted shallow ground water. Should ground
water nonitoring reveal that the remedy under Q)2 is no | onger protective, EPA nay take additional action
under the 5-year review provisions of CERCLA ° 121(c).

I X EXPLANATI ON CF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for QU2 of the Revere Chemical Site was released for public conment on April 29, 1996. The
Proposed Plan identified "No Action" as EPA's preferred alternative for shallow ground water renediati on and
stream corridor sedinments. EPA reviewed all witten and verbal comrents submtted during the public conmmrent
peri od. Upon review of these comrents, EPA determined that no significant changes to the renedy, as
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.

X. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
Thi s Responsi veness Sunmmary docunents public comrents received by EPA during the public comment period on the

Proposed Plan for OJ2 of the Revere Chemical Site and provides EPA' s responses to those comrents. The
Responsi veness Summary i s organi zed as fol |l ows:

. Overvi ew
. Summary of Citizens' Comments Received During the Public Meeting and EPA's Responses
. Summary of Witten Comrents Received and EPA' s Responses

A OVERVI EW

The public comment period on the Proposed Plan for QU2 of the Site began on April 29, 1996 and ended on May
28, 1996. EPA held a public nmeeting at the Palisades Mddle School in Kintnersville, Pennsylvania on May 15,
1996.

At the neeting, EPA representatives sunmmarized the results of the additional QU2 ground water investigation
and the stream corridor sanpling. EPA explained that the Proposed Plan called for no

action to be taken in response to the contam nants in the shallow ground water unit beneath the Process Area
of the Site. EPA also explained that the QUL Remedy for the Site which includes source control neasures is
expected to prevent migration of contam nated soil to the onsite tributaries. As a result of the source
control nmeasures EPA expects a decline in nercury concentrations in the streamcorridor. The OJ2 Renedy will
require streamcorridor nonitoring to nmeasure the effectiveness of the source control

neasur es.

Comrent s recei ved fromthe public suggest that area residents do not object to the No Further Action
Alternative. The residents' chief concern was that deed restrictions proposed for the Site under the QU1
Remedy nmay not be sufficiently protective unless the entire parcel of property is addressed by the deed
restrictions. The residents believe the property owners will develop or use the property in a nmanner which
will result in harmto human health and the environnment. Specifically residents expressed the follow ng



concerns: 1) the property owners will quarry the areas of the property outside the areas which enconpass the
QUL Site renedy; 2) blasting will cause fractures in the shale thereby rel easing contanination to the

uncont am nat ed deep aquifer; and 3) any use of the property will result in mgration of contam nated soil to
the onsite tributaries. These comments and EPA's responses are addressed in nore detail in the follow ng
secti on.

B. SUWARY OF C Tl ZENS COMMENTS RECEI VED
Comment s made during the public neeting and EPA's responses are summari zed bel ow

Publ i c comrent #1
What remedi ati on measures including revegetation will be used to stop the erosion of sedinents into the
strean? |f the revegetation dies, will the process be redone?

EPA Response:

As part of the remedy for QUL, a cap will be installed over the
Process Area to contain those soils that exceed perfornmance
standards specified in the QUL ROD. In the areas requiring the
cap, the design will include a layer of soil sufficient to sustain
vegetation. The QUL Rod states that careful attention shall be
paid to the selection of plant species (with enphasis on use of
native grasses or vegetation indigenous to the area) and pl anting
patterns. Eroded areas that are outside the capped area will also
be stabilized with a soil cover and revegetated. Secondly, if the
vegetation dies the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) woul d be
required to revegetate. The PRPs are required to naintain the
integrity of the final cover. This will be outlined in a post-
construction mai ntenance pl an.

Publ i c comrent #2
You stated that the shallow ground water is contaninated but the deep ground water is not and that there is
very little nmovement fromone to the other. Were does the water cone fromin the deep aquifer if it is not
com ng from above?

EPA Response:

The aquifer systemneeds to be exami ned as an area-w de aquifer
system The ground water units beneath the Site are just a snall
portion of an area-w de system There maybe upgradi ent recharge
areas where water is noving underground to the | ower aquifer.

Al t hough EPA has stated there is an aquitard separating the shall ow
fromthe deep ground water, it does not necessarily nmean there is
zero percol ation. However, there is not a significant anmount of

wat er recharging the lower aquifer at this Site. This is evident

in that no contam nati on has been detected in the | ower aquifer.

Publ i c comrent #3
Is EPA saying that the water in the | ower aquifer where residential wells draw water is being recharged from
off-site?

EPA Response:
Yes, that is what EPA is saying.

Publ i c Comrent #4
A citizen comrented that they thought the Boarhead Farns Site and the Revere Site night be part of the sane
aqui fer?

EPA Response:

The Boarhead Farns Site is upgradient of this Site and is not

i npacted by ground water flow fromthe Revere Site. There is al so
no indication that the Boarhead Farns Site has inpacted ground
water at this Site.

Publ i c Coment #5

Is there any information about other sites that have had simlar conditions and sinilar renediations, i.e.,
the cap that EPA is proposing here? Could we take a ook at this infornmation and see how well the actual
renmedi ati on worked in those cases?



EPA Response:

EPA does have several databases where you can search citations and
abstracts of ROD of sites with simlar renedies. This can be
accessed through the Internet at http://ww. epa.gov/. W al so have
cap design guidance. There is currently no database on post-ROD
information. Capping is a technol ogy that has been widely used to
i sol ate both municipal and hazardous waste fromthe surroundi ng
environnent. For additional information contact the EPA Region II1
Hazar dous Waste Technical Information Center at (215) 566-5364.

Publ i c comrent #6
A citizen commented that EPA shoul d consider pressure-grouting the bedrock surrounding the Site to make a
concrete barrier to stop contamnants migrating laterally offsite

EPA Response:

The contam nated ground water at this Site is not mgrating off-
site. The contam nated ground water has not mgrated beyond the
limts of the forner Process Area. This area will be capped which
will prevent percolation and further mnimnmze the potential
mgration of the contamnants. In addition, the natural conditions
(i.e., the tributaries) serve as hydraulic divides for the fl ow of
ground water in the shallow unit. No ground water contam nants
have been detected in the surface water. A nonitoring well network
will also be devel oped to detect contami nation |ong before it could
i npact residential wells which is our greatest concern

Publ i c comrent #7

When you refer to the Site you're tal king about 113 acres. Wen you spoke about deed restrictions on the
property you said they would relate only to areas of the cap or contam nated area. What happens to the other
remai ni ng acres? | understand the owner's rights are suspended? What are the property owners rights once it
is turned back to the owner?

EPA Response:

The Revere Site is located on a 113-acre parcel of property. The

extent of the Superfund Site is defined by the areas of

contami nation. The owner's rights are not "suspended" for those

areas of the property not inpacted by the Superfund Site. The

owners have the property rights allowable by the |ocal and state

laws and can pursue devel opment and use of its property pursuant to

the local and state |aws so | ong as those pursuits do not endanger

the integrity of the renedy for the Site. Future uses of the

property must be evaluated in light of the renedial activities at the Site.

Public coment #8

I's EPA saying that the owner could devel op the remaining portions of the property as a quarry? Wul dn't
blasting at a quarry effect the perneability of the rock at this Site if the remaining portions of the
property were devel oped as a quarry?

EPA Response:

EPA does not regul ate | and use devel opnent. Land use is regul ated
by the | ocal governnent under the act of July 31, 1969 (P.L.805
No. 247), known as the Pennsyl vania Municipalities Pl anning Code
not by EPA. The owners woul d have to obtain pernmits at the |oca

I evel for any proposed quarrying operations. EPA will cooperate
with local officials in reviewing any permts received. The | ocal
and state officials responsible for reviewing permts are aware of
the Superfund activities at this property. The local officials
will need to coordinate potential permtting with EPA to ensure
that any use or devel opnent of the property woul d not adversely
inpact the selected remedies for this Site. The deed restrictions
which will be devel oped during the renedial design/renedial action
and which are required by the QUL renedy for the Site will prohibit
activities that will undermine the integrity of the renedy.

If plans for a quarry are filed, the inpacts of blasting and its
inpacts on the rock perneability will be evaluated by the |local and
state officials who are aware of the remediation activities at the



Site, in cooperation with EPA

Publ i c comrent #9
What action, if any, is being taken against the parties who are responsible for contanminating the Site?

EPA Response:

EPA has placed a federal lien on the property until past funds that
were spent on Site cleanup are recovered. Another option would be
i ssuance of an adm nistrative order which requires the PRPs to
conduct the renedy at the Site. EPA has issued a unilateral order
to the PRPs. Only a group of the PRPs identified, known as the
Revere Steering Committee, has conplied. Another option is to
pursue a cost recovery action. This option is used when EPA is
awar e of individuals or conpanies that are potentially responsible
but are not paying for the cleanup. EPA has not exercised this
opti on yet.

Publ i c comrent #10
Is the person who was behind this a free man?

EPA Response
No crimnal charges were brought against any person with regard to this Site.

C. SUWARY ON WRI TTEN COMVENTS RECEI VED AND EPA' S RESPONSES

Coment #1
Two commenters wote that it is irresponsible to return the Site to the owners given the "alleged" record of
the Site owner's past use of the Site and probable future use of the Site as a quarry.

EPA Response:

EPA has not taken the property fromits owners, Harbucks Inc. EPA
has required that deed restrictions be inmposed on the areas of the
Site where residual contam nation will renain. Under CERCLA °
106(a) EPA has authority to issue orders or take other appropriate
actions "as may be necessary to protect public health and the
environnent." Therefore, EPA can only inpose deed restrictions
that are reasonable in |ight of the |level of contanination

remai ning on the Site (i.e., the contam nated portions of the
property) and which are related to the contam nati on. Future use
of the portions of property which are not contam nated and,
therefore, not Superfund-related, falls under the |ocal |and use
regul atigns inposed by the | ocal governnent. However, since it is
not clear at this time what activities the | andowner intends to
take and, the consequences of these activities, it is unclear which
portions of the property are not Superfund-rel ated.

Comment #2

Comrent ers expressed concern that any blasting for quarry on the property could provide a nigration pathway
for the contamnation in the shallow ground water unit, thereby contam nating the deeper aquifer from which
the residential wells draw water.

EPA Response:

EPA believes this is a valid concern. EPA is not aware of any
plans currently filed with the local or state governnents to
devel op the property as a quarry. If plans for a quarry are filed
the inpacts of blasting and the potential for ground water
contanmination to be released will be evaluated through the
permtting process. The |ocal and state governnents would need to
coordinate with EPA to ensure that any devel opment of the property
woul d not adversely inpact the selected remedies for this Site
EPA has notified the Pennsyl vania Bureau of Mning and Recl anati on
Division of Permts, regarding the Superfund Site |ocated on this
parcel of property. EPA has requested that the Bureau contact EPA
Chi ef of the Superfund Programif they receive a pernit application
regarding this property.

Comment #3



A commenter states that the Site owners will probably quarry the uncontam nated portions of the property. The
comrenter states that activities related to quarrying (e.g., blasting, truck traffic, etc.) could easily
intrude on the contam nated areas and is concerned that will result in a rel ease

ERA Response:

EPA agrees this a valid concern. However, governnenta
institutional controls, by definition, involve restrictions that
are generally within the traditional police power of state and

l ocal governments to inpose and enforce. The inplenentation of the
deed restrictions required by the QUL renedy will require

di scussion with local and state government officials. As a result
of the deed restrictions placed on the property, additiona

di scussion with EPA will be required before |ocal and state
governnents rmay approve a quarry operation on the renaining
portions of the property. The role of the EPA may be limted to
speci fying the standards for the controls, however, in order to
maintain the integrity of the renedy, EPA nust be privy to any
negoti ations regarding | and use of the property.

Comrent #4

Al of the witten conment letters received referred to the use of deed restrictions. Al of the commenters
felt that in order to be effective EPA should deed restrict the entire parcel of property

fromfuture devel opnent rather than liniting the deed restrictions to areas which enconpass the remedy for
the Site.

EPA Response:

The Site is located on a 113-acre parcel of property of which a
portion is contam nated. EPA does not have the authority to
restrict all uses of this 113-acre property. Deed restrictions are
used to protect the public from exposure to contam nation.

Al t hough EPA cannot deed restrict the property to disallow
quarrying on the entire 113-acre parcel, EPA can inpose deed
restrictions on the Site to prevent activities that will underm ne
the integrity of the renedy.

By letter dated May 22, 1996 the Tini cum Creek Watershed
Associ ation submtted the foll owing comments on the Proposed Pl an:

Comment #5

The comrenter notes that on page 10 of the Proposed Plan, EPA stated that the ground water in the shall ow
ground water unit eventually discharges to Rapp Creek. The commenter is concerned about this contam nated
ground water reachi ng Rapp Creek, the headwaters of the Tinicum Creek watershed, providing an exposure
pat hway for the contam nated ground water

EPA Response:

Al t hough the ground water in the shallow unit is contam nated with
organi ¢ chem cals, predoninately TCE and TCB, sanpling data

indi cates that the boundary of the contam nated ground water plune
is within the Process Area and does not extend to the tributaries.
No organi c contam nants have been detected in the streamcorridor
This is stated on pages 8 and page 10 of the PRAP. Therefore, the
streamis not providing an exposure pathway for the contam nated
ground water.

Comment #2

The commrenter recomrends that attenpts to remove the contani nated sedinents fromthe stream corridor be
included in the remedy and nore inportantly that deed restrictions placed on the property require that all
vegetati on be suppl enented within 500 hundred feet of each tributary and that these buffer areas be
restricted fromdevel opnent. The commenter recommends that the deed restrictions placed on the 500 feet
buffer prohibit all disturbance, including, but not limted to, the installation of sewage systens,

st ornwat er pi pes or nanagenment conponents, roads, and structures. The commenter recomrends that a

wel | - defined mai ntenance plan be recorded with the deed restrictions which clearly linit activities
effecting the vegetation

EPA Response:
The natural streambed of the onsite tributaries are conposed of
bedr ock outcroppings and discrete areas of sedinent deposition are



rare. The streamflowis intermttent. Based on the sedi nment
transport and depositional characteristics of Rapp Creek, EPA has
determined that attenpts to renove contam nated sedinents are

i npracti cal

Deed restrictions are institutional controls used to protect the
public and environment from exposure to contamnants. If it wll

be necessary to restore and revegetate any of the banks on the
tributaries as part of the QUL renedy, these areas will be subject

to deed restrictions since they are within the area of Site-rel ated
contami nation. Mintenance plans and nonitoring plans are future

work requirements, therefore, they do not qualify as deed restrictions

Comment #3

The comrenter stated that: 1) it is unacceptable that streamcorridor nonitoring be discontinued; 2) it
appears that the US EPA is stating that the nonitoring program provi ded under the ROD for QUL woul d provide
sufficient protection to the stream and, 3) any nonitoring programwould be continued for a period of
fifteen (15) years or nore to account for any rel ease of contamnants as a result of the future devel opment
or use of the property.

EPA response:

EPA has not stated that nmonitoring in itself is providing
protection of the stream The QU1 renedy includes source contro
nmeasures. The inorgani c contami nants (heavy netals) detected in
the streamcorridor are due to contam nation reaching the stream
via surface water runoff. Once this pathway is elinmnated, there
shoul d be no future inpacts to the streamand the | evels of

i norgani c contaninants shoul d decline through natural processes
EPA has proposed that nonitoring be conducted for at |east seven
years to ensure that this occurs

The cost for this nonitoring programwas based on seven years of
noni toring and includes: one sanpling event prior to construction
of the cap and Site revegetation; one event to occur during the
construction process; and, five sanpling events on an annual basis
follow ng the conpletion of the cap and Site restoration and
revegetation. This data will be used in the five-year reviewthat
is required to be conducted since hazardous waste are being left on
Site. The continuing need for streamcorridor nmonitoring will be
re-evaluated during the five-year Site reviews conducted pursuant
to Section 121(c) of CERCLA

Comment #4

The commenter wites that a deed restriction should be established that requires any and all future use and
devel opnent activities by the owner to include installation and nmai ntenance of a permanent stream nonitoring
program and any ot her enforcement requiremnents.

EPA response:

EPA has no authority under the Superfund Law to require the
property owner to establish a nonitoring program when the owner
chooses to devel op uncontam nated portions of this parcel of
property that are not inpacted by the hazards, or the threat
thereof, that gave rise to the selected QUL renedy. These types of
concerns shoul d be addressed at the local and state |evel when the
owner is seeking permts for devel opnent of the property.

Concerns raised by the public with regard to future devel oprment of
the uncontam nated areas of this property and, therefore, the
potential for this future activity to cause negative inpacts to the
streamthat are unrelated to the contamnants fromthis Site cannot
legal |y be addressed by the Superfund process, but should be
addressed by the |l ocal and state pernitting processes

Comment # 5

The commenter states that the Tini cum Wat ershed Associ ati on believes institutional controls, are the nost
cost effective nethod available to ensure a limt of inpact to the Tinicum Creek watershed system They
requested an outline of the proposed restrictions be provided for public comment prior to the ROD being



i ssued

EPA Response:

The Deed restrictions are a conponent of the QU1 ROD whi ch was

i ssued on Decenber 27, 1993. The purpose of the deed restrictions
is to ensure the integrity and protectiveness of the Site renedies.
These deed restrictions will prohibit any activity that woul d
interfere with the integrity or conpronise the effectiveness of the
sel ected renedi es. The exact |anguage of the deed restrictions is
not formally open for public comment by EPA. However, since

di scussion with local officials will be necessary in order to

i mpl enent and enforce the deed restrictions, concerns of the

Ti ni cum Wat er shed Associ ation nay be addressed through the | oca

I and use zoning officials.

<I M5 SRC 96220B>
<I M5 SRC 96220C
<I M5 SRC 96220D>



TABLE 1

H TS- ONLY SUMWARY CF VOLATI LE ORGANI C COMPQUND ANALYTI CAL DATA

ONSI TE MONI TORI NG VEELLS
REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE
REVERE, PENNSYLVAN A

(all concentrations in ug/l)

Wel | Poi nt/ Par anet er FPDW5 Phase | R

MM 2

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
MN 4

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tetrachl or oet hene ( PCE)
MN 7

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
MN 12

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
MM 13

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
MN 14

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
MM 16

Tri chl or oet hene (TCE)
Tetrchl or oet hene (PCE)

Expl anat i on:

ug/l - mcrograns per liter

ND - not detected

J - estimated val ue

B - conpound detected in field

Round 1 Round 2

Nov. 1989 Dec. 1989

5 -- ND 7
5 110 100
200  -- ND  -- ND
5 -- D -- ND
5 -- D -- ND
5 -- D -- ND
5 -- NT .- NT
5 -- NT .- NT
5 -- NT .- NT
5 -- NT .- NT
FPDVG -

or trip blank R -

Phase Il R

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3
Jun. 1991 Sept. 1991 Dec. 1991
3 J 1 J 4 J
110 44 140 L
3 J 1 J 3 J
2 J 0 -- 2 J
2 J 3 J 7

8 7 8

-- NT  -- NT -- NT
-- NT  -- NT -- NT
-- NT  -- NT -- NT
-- NT  -- NT -- NT

Feder al
Renedi al

bi ased | ow
Primary Drinking Water Standard (ML)

I nvestigation

Round 4
Feb. 1992
4 J
170

3 J
2 J
3 J
7

-- NT
-- NT
-- NT
-- NT

U 2

Addi ti onal

Tasks

Dec. 1994

1.73

81.9

17. 6

1.02

0. 852

220

25.1
0. 909

ND

ND



Not es:

1. Toluene was detected at an estimated concentration of 1 ug/l in both M¥2 and MM during Round 1 of the Phase Il R.

2. Carbon disulfide was detected at a concentration of 0.778 ug/l in MW12 during the QU 2 Additional Task sanpling event.

3. Shading represents detected concentrations that exceed the FPDW5.

4. During QU 2 Additional Tasks, nethylene chloride was detected in M¥13 at an estimated concentration of 0.802 ug/l, and chl oroform
was detected in wells MM13 and MM 16 at concentrations of 0.462 ug/l (estimated) and 0.947 ug/l, respectivley.

5. Monitoring wells M¥2, MM, MW7, MNW12, MM13, MWV 14, and MV 16 are shallow wells. VOCs were not detected above FPDWs
in the remaining shallow wells or any of the deep wells at the Site.



TABLE 2

COVPARI SON OF | NORGANI C ANALYTI CAL RESULTS CF
SURFACE WATER TOXI I TY SAMPLES TO
BACKGROUND SURFACE WATER SAMPLES

(all

SAMPLE DES| GNATI ON

TEHO020A - Unfiltered

TEHO020A - Unfiltered

TEHOO2RA - Unfiltered

TEHOO2RA Filtered

TEHOO30A - Unfiltered

TEHOO30A - Filtered

TEHOO040A - Unfiltered

REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE
REVERE, PENNSYLVAN A

concentrations in ug/l)

TAL METALS CONCENTRATI ONS (1)

Cal cium- 12, 200
Chromum- 4.30 J
Copper - 8.70 J
Magnesi um - 5, 040
Pot assium - 1,550 J
Sodi um - 7,300 J

Cal cium - 12, 300
Copper - 6.10 J
Sodi um - 7,010 J

Barium- 8.20 J
Cal cium- 12,100
Magnesi um - 4,880 J
Sodi um - 8,900 J

Arsenic - 2.10 JL
Cal cium- 12,100
Copper - 6.40 J
Mercury - 0.10 J
Sodi um - 6,810 J

Arsenic - 1.60 JL
Barium- 8.30 J
Copper - 78.2
Lead - 2.80 J
Manganese - 51.4
Pot assium - 1,450 J
Sodi um - 16, 700 J
Zinc - 17.5 J

Al um num - 738 K
Arsenic - 1.40 JL
Barium- 14.1 J
Copper - 98.1
lron - 634
Lead - 2.50 J
Manganese - 66.6
N ckel - 18.2 J
Pot assium - 1,530 J
Zinc - 31.3

Arsenic - 1.10 JL
Barium- 9.70 J
Cal cium - 15, 000
Copper - 98.8
Lead - 2.10 J
Manganese - 97.7
Nickel - 14.0 J
Potassium- 1,370 J
Zinc - 45.0

Page 1 of 2

BACKGROUND CONCENTRATI ON (2)

11, 000

4, 690
1,470
6, 560

11, 000

6, 080

7.80
11, 000

4, 690

6, 560

2.10
11, 000

0.10
6, 080

14, 800



TABLE 2 Page 2 of 2

COVPARI SON OF | NORGANI C ANALYTI CAL RESULTS CF
SURFACE WATER TOXI I TY SAMPLES TO
BACKGROUND SURFACE WATER SAMPLES

REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE
REVERE, PENNSYLVAN A

SAVPLE DESI GNATI ON TAL METALS CONCENTRATI ONS (1) BACKGROUND CONCENTRATI ON (2)

TEHOO40A - Filtered Al um num - 505 K --
Arsenic - 1.40 J --
Barium- 11.5 J --
Copper - 169 --
lron - 452 --
Lead - 2.50 J --
Manganese - 95.8 --
Pot assium - 1,440 J --

zZinc - 26.3 --
TEHOO50A - Unfiltered Barium- 11.1 J 7.80
Cal cium - 14,700 11, 000
Copper - 54.3 --
Lead - 3.80 --
Magnesi um - 5, 350 4,690
Manganese - 52.3 23.0
Mercury - 0.40 0. 20
N ckel - 18.0 J --
Potassium- 1,470 J 1,470
Sodi um - 9,850 J 6, 560
Zinc - 20.3 20.1
TEHOO50A - Filtered Cal cium - 16, 200 11, 000
Copper - 66.9 --
Mercury - 0.10 J 0.10
Sodi um - 10, 000 6, 080
TEHO060A - Unfiltered Cal cium - 12,700 11, 000

Copper - 66.4 --
Lead - 3.92 B --

Magnesi um - 5, 150 4,690
TEHOO60A - Filtered Copper - 82.5 --
TEHOO6RA - Unfiltered Cal ci um - 13,900 11, 000
(replicate of TEHO060A) Copper - 103 --
Lead - 2.79 BJ --
Magnesi um - 5, 490 4, 690

TEHOO6RA - Filtered Copper - 84.7 --
(replicate of TEHOO60A) Mercury - 0.17 J 0.10

Expl anat i on:

J The associ ated nunerical value is an estinmated quantity.

B The result is qualitatively suspect because the conpound was detected in a field and/or |aboratory
bl ank at a simlar concentration.

K  The associ ated numerical value is biased high.

L  The associated nunerical value is biased | ow

D The sanple was diluted to bring the conmpound into the linear calibration range.

-- Background concentration for indicated paranmeter has not been established. Parameter was not
detected in any of the background sanples that were used to determ ne the representative background
concentrations.



Not e:

This table summarizes TAL netal s detected at each sanpling |ocation that exceeded the respective
background concentrati on.

Background | evel for TEHOO20A was determ ned based on background sanples collected fromthe west
tributary during the Phase | R (two sanples, each designated RLU) and the Phase Il R (TEH0010A).
Background | evel for TEHOO30A and TEHO040A were determ ned based on background sanple collected from
the east tributary during the Phase | R (2 sanples, each designated R2U). Background | evel for
TEHOO50A and TEHOO60A was det erm ned based on background sanples collected fromboth tributaries
during the Phase | R and the Phase Il Rl.



TABLE 3 Page 1 of 2
COVPARI SON OF | NORGANI C ANALYTI CAL RESULTS OF
PHASE || R STREAM SEDI MENT TOXI G TY SAMPLES TO
BACKGROUND STREAM SEDI MENT SAMPLES

REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE
REVERE, PENNSYLVAN A

(all concentrations in ng/kg)

SAMPLE DESI GNATI ON TAL METALS CONCENTRATI ONS (1) BACKGROUND CONCENTRATI ON (2)
TES0020A Al um num - 25,300 D 11, 200
Arsenic - 9.12 DJ 7.60
Barium - 305 59.1
Beryllium- 2.41 0.71
Cadmi um - 0.41 --
Cal cium - 2,070 894
Chrom um - 86.3 25.6
Cobalt - 64.4 10.7
Copper - 111 12. 4
Iron - 65,500 DJ 23, 200
Lead - 39.1 13.0
Magnesi um - 12, 500 3,910
Manganese - 6,650 D 534
N ckel - 48.1 13.2
Pot assi um - 1, 270 995
Vanadi um - 117 47.9
Zinc - 228 78.6
TESO0020RA Al um num - 24,300 D 11, 200
(Replicate of TES0020A Arsenic - 12.9 J 7.60
Barium- 65.1 59.1
Beryllium- 1.91 0.71
Cal cium - 1,490 894
Chrom um - 104 25.6
Cobalt - 28.4 10.7
Copper - 161 12. 4
Iron - 55,100 DJ 23, 200
Lead - 27.6 13.0
Magnesi um - 13, 200 3,910
Manganese - 1,920 D 534
Mercury - 1.87 L --
Ni ckel - 48.5 13.2
Pot assi um - 1,000 J 995
Sodium - 43.0 J 31.5
Vanadi um - 110 47.9
Zinc - 188 78.6
TES0030A Al um num - 31,700 D 16, 200
Arsenic - 44.9 DJ 23.4
Beryllium- 7.26 1.50
Chrom um - 80.1 36.7
Cobalt - 73.8 14.8
Copper - 1,500 D 25.2
Iron - 65,500 DJ 36, 200
Magnesi um - 14, 600 6, 960
Manganese - 3,570 D 1, 580
Mercury - 0.06 JL --
N ckel - 65.4 18.1

Pot assium - 730 J --
Sodium- 51.5 J --
Vanadi um - 108 73.5
Zinc - 142 106



TABLE 3 Page 2 of 2

COVPARI SON OF | NORGANI C ANALYTI CAL RESULTS CF
PHASE Il R STREAM SEDI MENT TOXI CI TY SAMPLES TO
BACKGROUND STREAM SEDI MENT SAMPLES

REVERE CHEM CAL SI TE
REVERE, PENNSYLVAN A

SAVPLE DESI GNATI ON TAL METALS CONCENTRATIONS (1) BACKGROUND CONCENTRATI ON (2)
TEHO040A Al um num - 31,700 D 16, 200

Arsenic - 39.1 DJ 23. 4
Barium- 93.7 85.6
Beryllium- 10.2 1.50
Cadmium- 1.12 J 1.10
Chrom um - 131 36.7
Cobalt - 90.6 14.8
Copper - 2,560 D 25.2
Iron - 64,100 DJ 36, 200
Lead - 52.0 47. 4
Magnesi um - 17, 700 6, 960
Manganese - 4,610 D 1, 580
Mercury - 0.12 L --

Ni ckel - 89.2 18.1

Pot assium - 1,110 -
Sodi um - 60.5 J --

Vanadi um - 144 73.5
Zinc - 219 106
TESO050A Al um num - 36,200 D 11, 200
Arsenic - 45.7 DJ 7.60
Barium- 81.7 59.1
Beryllium- 8.56 0.71
Calcium- 1,160 894
Chrom um - 336 25.6
Cobalt - 60.1 10.7
Copper - 1,160 D 12. 4
Iron - 85,900 DJ 23, 200
Lead - 35.4 13.0
Magnesi um - 16, 800 3,910
Manganese - 3,440 D 534
Ni ckel - 69.3 13.2
Sodium- 32.3 J 31.5
Vanadi um - 206 47.9
zZinc - 222 78.6
TESO060A Copper - 1,170 12. 4

Mercury - 0.07 J --

TESOO6RA Copper - 1,010 12. 4
(replicate of TESO060A) Mercury - 0.06 --

Expl anat i on:

J The associ ated nunerical value is an estinmated quantity.

B The result is qualitatively suspect because the conmpound was detected in a field and/or |aboratory
bl ank at a simlar concentration.

K  The associ ated numerical value is biased high.

L  The associated nunerical value is biased | ow

D The sanple was diluted to bring the conmpound into the linear calibration range.

-- Background concentration for indicated paranmeter has not been established. Parameter was not
detected in any of the background sanples that were used to determ ne the representative background
concentrations.



Not es

This table summarizes TAL netal s detected at each sanpling |ocation that exceed the respective
background concentrati on.

Background | evel for TESO020A was determ ned based on background sanples collected fromthe west
tributary during the Phase | R (sanmple Bl) and the Phase Il R (sanple TES0010A). Background |evel s
for TESOO30A and TESOO40A were determ ned based on background sanmple collected fromthe east
tributary during the Phase | R (sanple B2). Background | evel for TESO050A and TESO060A was

det erm ned based on background sanples collected fromboth tributaries during the Phase | R and the
Phase Il RI.



SAMPLE
TEHOO10A - Unfiltered
TEHOO10A - Filtered
TEHOO020A - Unfiltered
TEHOO20A - Filtered
TEHOO2RA - Filtered
TEHOO30A - Unfiltered
TEHOO30A - Filtered
TEHOO040A - Unfiltered
TEHOO40A - Filtered
TEHOO50A - Unfiltered
TEHOO50A - Filtered
TEHOO60A - Unfiltered
TEHOO60A - Filtered

TEHOO6RA - Unfiltered

TEHOO6RA - Filtered

Expl anati on

*

TABLE 4

EXCEEDANCE SUMVARY
COVPARI SON OF ANALYTI CAL RESULTS FOR SURFACE WATER
TOXI A TY SAMPLES TO PENNSYLVANI A WATER QUALI TY CRI TER A
FOR TOXI I TY SUBSTANCES (FI SH AND AQUATI C LI FE CRI TERI A)

REVERE CHEM CAL

SI TE

REVERE, PENNSYLVAN A

(all

concentrations in ug/l)

TAL METALS CONCENTRATI ON

Mercury - 0.20 J

Lead - 8.30

Copper - 8.70 J

Lead - 3.40

Lead - 3.20
Copper - 78.2
Lead - 2.80 J

Copper - 98.1
Lead - 2.5 J

Copper -
Lead -

Copper -
Lead -

Copper - 53.4
Lead - 3.8
Mercury - 0.4

Copper - 66.9
Copper - 66.4
Lead - 3.92 B
Copper - 82.5
Lead - 5.61
Copper - 103
Lead - 2.79 BJ
Copper - 84.7
Lead - 3.92 J
Mercury - 0.17 J

Taken from Pennsyl vania Code, Title 25 -

Managenent Strat egy,

The associ ated nunerica
The associ ated nunerica

Appendi x A, Table 1.

Envi r onnent al

and/ or | aboratory blank at a simlar concentration

CRI TERI

Page 1 of 1

A CONTI NUOUS*

CONCENTRATI ON

Resour ces,

value is an estinmated quantity.
value is qualitatively suspect as this conpound was detected in a field

0.012
1.3

0. 67

Chapter 16 - Water Quality Toxics



